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INTRODUCTION 
In recent years, hospitality operators have found 
that consumers discerning both intense competition and 
duplicability of products differentiate among delivery 
firms on the basis of quality service. In the measurement 
of the service quality, however, problems can arise. 
Until recently, service delivery firms usually relied upon 
comment cards, an unscientific survey method, to determine 
customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction. But in recent 
years, service delivery firms have begun to use formalized 
or systemized survey methods of measuring customer 
perceptions of quality service (Lewis & Nightingale, 
1991) . 
These survey methods, although effective, have 
shortcomings. Asking a customer to comment on the service 
after the fact may well be too late. Recent research in 
the field of service marketing proposed that other methods 
of determining quality service be used (Parasuraman, 
Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985). 
Research to be discussed in this paper has suggested 
that firms competing in the delivery of quality service 
should design services on the basis of what customers 
expect, want, or need and are willing to pay for. In some 
instances, the use of survey methods may be an appropriate 
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means of determining consumer expectations of service 
quality. Once expectations are known, firms can use 
surveys or comment cards to measure perceptions of 
delivery. 
The novice may picture corporate cafeterias as 
sterile, white-walled, dull rooms. But corporate 
cafeterias have been transformed into complex dining 
establishments, many of which can be compared with some of 
the finest restaurants in the world. Of course, employee¬ 
feeding cafeterias differ from firm to firm in terms of 
complexity and services. As Lorenzini (1991) pointed out, 
all cafeterias are unique and thus service delivery firms 
must deliver programs suiting the targeted consumers. 
Nonetheless, expectations of quality service delivery may 
be similar despite the location or complexity of the 
dining service. 
The U.S. economy from 1990-1992 has forced burdensome 
conditions on many operators of business and of industry 
feeding programs. Increased competition from professional 
vendors has forced business dining service operators to 
reevaluate programs and services (Chaudhry, 1991). 
Increased competition arises from other factors as 
well: from the mobility of many workers and from the 
increasing numbers of food outlets, particularly of fast 
food. New market areas have led to more options for 
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business and industry employees. Chaudhry (1991) 
suggested that many firms in business dining had answered 
the competition through the introduction of new concepts 
such as catering services. Lorenzini (1991) added that 
many business dining firms had also added many brand-name 
concepts to an ever-growing menu selection. Business 
dining services now frequently offer familiar brands such 
as Pizza Hut, KFC, and Dunkin' Donuts. Take-out style 
bakeries, delis, and other specialty services are also 
becoming available. 
The obvious concern for most business dining service 
firms must now be "How well are our services being 
managed?" But new programs are a waste of time and money 
if the consumer does not want or expect their services. 
This is where a survey instrument such as WORKSERV can be 
a valuable tool for business dining service operators. 
The name WORKSERV for the instrument comes from "work" for 
dining operations where people work, "serv" is for the 
service quality consumers expect. 
This research seeks to identify business dining 
consumer expectations of service quality by developing 
WORKSERV, an instrument to measure service quality 
expectations of business dining consumers. Business 
dining consumers are defined as those individuals using 
dining services in the workplace. Dining service can come 
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in the form of either a dining room or a corporate 
cafeteria. This study is limited to such operations and 
seeks to measure consumer expectations of business dining 
services. The task of characterizing perceptions of these 
services is left for future researchers. 
/ 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Recently, all segments of the U.S. hospitality 
industry have felt pressure from increasing competition 
and lackluster economic performance. Like most service 
segments, the hospitality organizations providing food 
services to business and to industry cafeterias have had 
to deal with the sluggish 1990s. "While maintaining the 
perception of value . . ," (Restaurant Business, 1991, 
p.96) these business dining providers have faced the 
challenge of budget cutbacks in service delivery. 
Service firms in the intensely competitive 
hospitality industry must now search for ways in which to 
differentiate themselves from their competition in an 
effort not only to be profitable, but also to survive. An 
effective strategy has been the delivery of high quality 
service (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1986; Knutson, 
Stevens, Wullaert, Patton, & Yokoyama, 1990). 
Chase and Hayes (1991) referred to this concept as 
"World Class Service Delivery" (p. 20). This ultimate 
stage of quality service delivery represents a firm's 
capability and credibility as the highest performance 
standards possible and assists in redefining the firm's 
competitive strategy. World class service delivery firms 
realize that their customers are sources of ideas as well 
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as revenues. The customer becomes a consultant to the 
firm. 
Knutson (1988) offered suggestions in the form of 
laws to insure customer satisfaction: Firms must 
recognize the customer as more than revenue, must make a 
positive first impression and fulfill customer 
expectations, and must focus on customer perceptions. One 
means of accomplishing these objectives is by delivering 
high quality service. 
Defining Service Quality 
There are as many definitions of service quality as 
there are studies on the subject. This review seeks the 
most commonly named aspects of the term. 
Consumers evaluate services by comparing those 
received with those expected. Service quality can be 
described as the difference between expectations and 
perceptions. Should perceptions of services delivered 
exceed the expected level of service, the consumer will 
judge the service to be of high quality. On the other 
hand, if perceived services delivered fall short of 
expectations, the level of perceived quality will be low 
(Knutson, et al., 1990a; Berry, Zeithaml, & Parasuraman, 
1990). 
V 
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The management of service delivery firms must 
recognize that the consumer is the sole judge of service 
quality. Many service firms err in this respect when 
corporate executives and managers define service quality 
as engineers or quality control specialists might. In 
this instance, quality is defined by how well the product 
or the service meets the specifications set by management 
(DeSouza, 1989 ) . 
Marketing specialists will agree with the earlier 
assertion that the consumer is the only judge of service 
quality, that is, the consumer will set specifications, 
not management. DeSouza (1989) added another dimension to 
service quality. According to DeSouza, service quality 
can be judged by comparing the standards set by the 
competition. 
Quality service is an obscure, ambiguous construct: 
researchers and managers often confuse it with terms such 
as luxury. The philosophy of some is that quality is zero 
defects, in other words, doing it right the first time 
(Parasuraman et al., 1985). Service is a personal, face- 
to-face relationship between a provider and a receiver 
(Rouffaer, 1991) . 
Parasuraman et al. (1985) ascribed three 
characteristics to service: intangibility, heterogeneity, 
and inseparability. 
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Intangibility is a characteristic because services 
are performed. One cannot touch or feel a service, nor 
can services generally be counted, inventoried, or 
verified before the sale occurs to assure quality. In 
contrast, when goods are purchased, the consumer may take 
the product home and try it out, try it on, or give it 
away. Services offer less tangible evidence for the 
consumer than do other types of sales. 
Heterogeneity, according to Parasuraman et al. 
(1985), is an attribute of service, especially services 
that are quite labor-intensive. Such services may differ 
from one service delivery firm to another, from one 
consumer to another, and from one day to another. The 
complexity of service variables can make it difficult for 
service delivery firms to deliver consistently. In short, 
what the service is intended to be may not be what the 
consumer expected to and actually received. 
Parasuraman et al. (1985) believed that services are 
inseparable, that is, that production and consumption 
occur simultaneously. Quality services are not engineered 
and manufactured at a plant and subsequently delivered to 
the consumer. Service, whether of high quality or not, is 
delivered during an interaction between the service 
provider and the consumer. This delivery situation often 
provides management with little opportunity to evaluate 
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and to correct errors. Because the consumer is involved 
in the manufacture of services, which occur in a face-to- 
face interaction, management has little control over 
service quality delivered. 
Lundberg (1991) affirmed these characteristics and 
added another: Service quality has imprecise standards or 
many unpredictable circumstances. In other words, there 
seems to be a seesaw demand for foodservice firms, a 
cyclical demand of peaks and valleys. Whereas service 
firms must be flexible in their dealings with consumers, 
consumer expectations are generally inflexible. 
Schmenner (1986) proposed a number of characteristics 
of service firms. The first was the labor intensity of 
the quality delivery process. This researcher defined 
labor intensity as the ratio of the labor costs incurred 
to the value of plant and equipment. A highly labor- 
intensive business is characterized as having a value for 
plant and equipment smaller than that for worker time in 
the day-to-day operation. The second characteristic of a 
service business involved two similar but distinct 
factors. One is the extent of consumer interaction in the 
delivery process. The other is the degree to which the 
service is customized to match consumer expectations or 
perceptions. 
10 
Schmenner (1986) found that service firms, and in 
particular foodservice firms, recognize the relatively 
high level of interaction of consumer involvement in the 
delivery process. This means that consumers can intervene 
in this process and demand changes in services provided. 
Often these changes are demanded when the consumer 
perceives services as inadequate or if expectations of 
service quality change. 
The previously mentioned characteristics of service 
quality are not agreed upon in all work on the topic. 
Rouffaer (1991) considered the intangibility attribute 
vague. Rouffaer attempted to clarify the meaning of 
service in the hospitality industry and to demonstrate 
that service quality is not a fragmented or intangible 
concept. On the contrary, the researcher suggested that 
service be considered a complete entity consisting of 
three different components. The first, objectively 
measurable elements, or explicit elements, include the 
visible aspects of the supplied service. Examples would 
include aspects of the visible environment, such as 
plants, flowers, and furniture. The second, subjectively 
measurable components, or implicit elements, include the 
communication process during the actual service delivery. 
This is the interaction between customer and service 
provider. The third, goods, are the foods and/or 
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beverages included in the service process. Goods and 
services, Rouffaer agreed, are inseparable. 
Rouffaer (1991) also claimed that terms such as 
intangibility state what something is not, not what 
something is. Mistakes occur when researchers and writers 
compare service attributes with goods, which is like 
comparing apples with oranges. Rouffaer contended that 
services ought not be compared with goods, but should be 
compared with each other. 
The quality of the service is determined not only by 
quality of foods and beverages, but also by objective and 
subjective elements. The consumer will evaluate the 
service according to those variables occurring in each 
situation. To offer the appropriate services, hospitality 
firms must understand consumers' expectations (Rouffaer, 
1991) . 
Knowing consumer expectations of service quality is 
important. Chase and Hayes (1991) indicated that service 
firms must become serious about service competitiveness to 
remain healthy operations. DeSouza (1989) believed that 
the service sector of our modern society was and is 
growing steadily. Operators cannot ignore quality and 
must measure and monitor service quality regularly to 
remain competitive. 
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Berry et al. (1990) challenged service firms to 
heighten service ambitions significantly, to declare war 
on mediocre service, and to set higher targets for 
consistent service quality delivery. Liswood (1989, p.42) 
offered these startling statistics to service firm 
managers: 
It costs five times as much to get a customer as to 
keep one. It takes twelve positive service 
experiences to overcome one negative one. Twenty- 
five to 50 percent of the operating expense of a 
company can be attributed to poor service quality--to 
the cost of not doing it right the first time. 
Firms that are losing their customer base are wasting 
money. Firms with poor service quality are losing 
customers and will not remain profitable. Competition is 
intense in all service segments, yet it seems that service 
quality is often not evaluated or measured in an 
objective, consistent, and quantitative manner. The 
advice of these researchers ought to be heeded by service 
firms, in particular by foodservice firms, and by business 
dining operators, whether in-house operators or contracted 
to professional vendors (Liswood, 1989). 
The SERVQUAL Study 
The impetus for this study was the work of 
Parasuraman et al. (1986). This group of marketing 
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researchers developed SERVQUAL, a scale for measuring 
customer expectations and perceptions of service quality 
in various service sectors. 
SERVQUAL is a 26-item instrument designed to assess 
consumer expectations and perceptions of quality service. 
Parasuraman et ai. (1986) realized that service quality, 
as perceived by consumers, stems from a comparison of 
their expectations with their perceptions of a firm's 
performance of services provided. Because consumer 
expectations represented what Parasuraman et al. referred 
to as "desire" (1986, p. 6), service quality can be viewed 
as a distinct value. 
The SERVQUAL instrument revealed the criteria that 
consumers use to assess service quality. The original 
exploratory study identified ten dimensions of service 
quality, some of which were overlapping. These dimensions 
were analyzed until they were combined into five other 
dimensions (Parasuraman et al., 1986): 
Tangibles Physical facilities, equipment, 
and appearance of personnel. 
Reliability Ability to perform the promised 
service dependably and accurately. 
Responsiveness Willingness to help customers and 
to provide prompt service. 
Knowledge and courtesy of 
employees and their ability to 
convey trust and confidence. 
Assurance 
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Empathy Caring, individualized attention 
that the firm provides its 
customers. 
Parasuraman et al. (1986) generated a 97-item index 
to represent the original 10 dimensions of service 
quality. Each item was included in pairs of statements, 
one measuring consumer expectations, the other measuring 
consumer perceptions of service quality. Respondents were 
asked to indicate feelings towards each item on a seven- 
point Likert-type scale, by selecting 1 for strongly 
disagree to 7 for strongly agree. 
The original SERVQUAL instrument was refined in two 
stages. Stage one focused on condensing the instrument by 
retaining the items found to represent the dimensions and 
to contribute to scale reliability. Data collected from a 
sample of 200 respondents recruited by a marketing 
research firm were used for the first stage. The criteria 
used for scale purification included computation of 
coefficient alpha and item-to-total correlations for each 
dimension. Items that had low item-to-total correlations 
and increased the coefficient alpha if deleted were 
removed. Factor analysis was used to verify the 
dimensionality of the overall scale. Items were 
reassigned and dimensions restructured when necessary. 
Stage two was confirmatory in nature and the index was 
statistically analyzed until 34 items remained. 
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Another data set from an additional sample of 200 
respondents was collected using the 34-item SERVQUAL 
instrument. The same two-stage purification procedure was 
used to trim the instrument until 26 items remained to 
represent the five dimensions (Parasuraman et al., 1986). 
SERVQUAL's reliability and factor loadings were 
consistently high. The alpha reliability was .9 or better 
at all stages of analysis. The average pairwise 
correlation among factors after oblique rotation was .34 
(Parasuraman et al., 1986). 
Another important function of stage two of 
purification was that of determining instrument validity. 
The high reliabilities and consistent factor structures 
provided support for the instrument's trait, or construct 
validity, defined as the extent to which a scale fulfills 
its intended function (Parasuraman et al., 1986). 
The researchers used a criterion known as convergent 
validity to confirm the scale's construct validity. 
Convergent validity was assessed by examining the relation 
between SERVQUAL scores on each of the two measurement's 
dimensions and the responses to an additional question in 
stage two of the second data collection. Respondents were 
asked to rate the service firm's overall quality by 
checking "excellent", "good", "fair", or "poor" 
categories. One-way ANOVA of these responses and the 
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SERVQUAL responses strongly supported the scale's 
convergent validity (Parasuraman et al., 1986). 
Nomological validity, another indicator of construct 
validity, was used to assess whether the construct 
measured by SERVQUAL was empirically associated with 
measures of other conceptually related constructs. 
Respondents were asked to answer two questions that would 
provide measures of two variables that could be considered 
related to perceived service quality. The first variable 
measured whether respondents would recommend the service 
firm to a friend. The second measured whether the 
respondent had ever reported a problem with the services 
he or she had received from the firm. Results of t-tests 
showed strong support for SERVQUAL's nomological validity. 
Significant differences existed in terms of their 
expectations and perceptions between those answering "yes" 
and "no" (Parasuraman et al., 1986). 
Another assessment made in the SERVQUAL study was of 
the instrument’s content validity, that is, of whether the 
scale actually measured what it was supposed to. The 
researchers examined the thoroughness with which the 
construct to be measured and its regions were described 
and the extent to which the items represented the 
construct's region. The earlier SERVQUAL development 
procedure reviewed satisfied both these requirements, and 
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the instrument was considered to possess content validity. 
Thus, data analyses indicated that SERVQUAL was a reliable 
and valid instrument with which to measure service 
quality. 
Assessment of SERVQUAL 
Babakus and Boiler (1992) suggested that studies 
using SERVQUAL proceed with caution. One potential 
problem with SERVQUAL was the use of an operationally 
defined gap score for study validation. 
This "gap" (p. 253) has come under some scrutiny. 
Babakus and Boiler (1992) asserted that the difference 
between consumer expectations and perceptions could be 
considered service quality. The problems were that this 
difference, or gap, was used as the operational definition 
of the construct and that all validation efforts regarding 
the SERVQUAL study were based on this gap. Parasuraman 
et al. (1986) had asked respondents to indicate the 
desired levels, or expectations, of service. The 
researchers had then compared these scores with existing 
levels, or perceptions, of service to validate the study. 
Babakus and Boiler felt that the psychological constraints 
of respondents would automatically result in expectation 
scores exceeding perception scores, resulting in unstable 
factor structures. 
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Another concern of Babakus and Boiler (1992) was the 
dimensionality of SERVQUAL's definition of service 
quality. The supposed problem lay with differences in the 
number of dimensions among the data collection stages. 
The efforts of Babakus and Boiler (1992), who used 
the 26-item index to support the SERVQUAL study, failed to 
confirm the dimensionality of the construct. Although a 
number of different definitions and research results 
suggested that service quality may be built by distinct 
dimensions, Babakus and Boiler believed that it was 
uncertain whether SERVQUAL measured distinct dimensions or 
a more abstract variable. 
The evidence presented by Babakus and Boiler (1992) 
did not repute the SERVQUAL study in terms of reliability. 
Their results were generally consistent with those 
reported by Parasuraman et al. (1986). Factor analysis 
was conducted in an attempt to provide clear evidence of 
the five distinct dimensions. Confirmatory factor 
analysis failed to meet the criteria for convergent and 
discriminant validity on the basis of extracted and shared 
variance. The researchers, stressing that measurement of 
validation is a continuous process and that replications 
are necessary to examine such measurements, suggested 
caution among those using the instrument for further 
study. 
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Babakus and Boiler (1992) also had trouble with the 
mixed item wording used by Parasuraman et al. (1986). 
Churchill (1979) advocated the use of items with a mix of 
positively and negatively worded items. The procedure is 
presumed to reduce the number of respondents with 
consistently high or low responses. Babakus and Boiler 
suggested that this procedure can result in method 
factors. In other words, as in results provided by 
Parasuraman et al., negatively worded items can produce 
loaded factors. As in SERVQUAL, Babakus and Boiler 
pointed out that two of the dimensions, responsiveness and 
empathy, were loaded with negatively worded items. As 
such, they questioned the factor structure and the trait 
validity of SERVQUAL. 
A replication of SERVQUAL in the retail service 
sector was attempted by Carman (1990). Carman asserted 
that it was impossible to use the exact wording of the 
SERVQUAL instrument for the purpose of this replication: 
some modifications in wording were required. 
Carman's (1990) replication also addressed validity 
issues. Statistical indicators supported favorable 
results in all areas, with the exception of discriminant 
validity. Although the replication did show weak support 
for the dimensions found in SERVQUAL, evidence suggested 
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that the generic stability of the five dimensions may not 
cross service sectors. 
The LODGSERV Study 
The study by Knutson et al. (1990a) took the SERVQUAL 
study and adapted the index specifically for the lodging 
industry. The five dimensions of service quality 
supported by the original research were found to fit this 
specific industry. 
LODGSERV initially contained 36 items designed to 
capture the aspects of the five service quality dimensions 
of the lodging industry. As with the SERVQUAL study, 
respondents were asked how strongly they agreed or 
disagreed with various statements on a seven-point Likert- 
type scale. Data collected from a sample of 200 were 
coded and analyzed. Exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analyses were used to purify the scale and to confirm the 
five service quality dimensions (Knutson et al., 1990a). 
Two important criteria for testing and refining this 
study included validity and reliability. The validity had 
been verified for SERVQUAL, and Knutson et al. (1990a) 
maintained the intent of each question; in short, the 
content validity of LODGSERV was assumed. In addition, a 
pretest identified no problems with the instrument's 
wording. 
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Reliability was established using coefficient alpha 
calculations. After several testing stages, 10 of the 
original 36 items were dropped because they were shown not 
to contribute to the index meaning (Knutson et al., 
1990a). 
Alpha levels for LODGSERV were consistently high, 
with an overall score of .92. An index measure of high 
reliability was important if future research was to be 
reliable and if the instrument was to measure five 
distinct dimensions of service quality (Knutson et al., 
1990a) . 
Validity and Reliability 
The reliability of an instrument is the degree of 
consistency with which it measures whatever it measured 
(Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh, 1990). Churchill (1991) 
defined reliability as "the similarity of results provided 
by independent but comparable measures of the same object, 
trait, or construct" (p. 495). 
Validity is a more important and powerful 
characteristic of an instrument than is reliability. It 
is also more difficult to determine. Validity is defined 
as the extent to which an instrument measures what it 
intends. Because service quality is a construct, it 
requires indirect means to measure the complex attributes. 
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There are some important questions to ask of the 
instrument. How well do these indirect procedures measure 
what they are supposed to measure? Does this instrument 
really measure expectations of service quality? Is it an 
appropriate instrument to use with all business dining 
consumers, or should it be used with only certain groups? 
These questions concern the meaningfulness and usefulness 
of the inferences made from the scores, in other words, 
the validity. 
The two validity issues with the WORKSERV instrument 
concern content and construct validity. Content validity 
evidence is established by expert examination of the 
test's content to determine if the instrument relates to 
the defined use. Construct-related evidence focuses on 
the test scores as a measure of the trait being measured. 
If an instrument is valid, it will also have been found 
reliable. If an instrument measures what it intends to 
measure, results can be used to determine similarities or 
differences among objects. If the instrument is reliable 
but not valid, however, it will consistently measure the 
wrong thing (Ary et al., 1990). 
Anderson (1985) claimed that the validity of 
instruments used in marketing research depends upon 
whether the measures are valid indicators of the 
underlying construct. Factor analysis should determine 
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the number of dimensions underlying the construct, thus 
evaluating external consistency, as well as detect random 
measurement errors. 
Factor analysis analyzes intercorrelations among a 
set of items to identify a smaller number of common 
factors. Factors are hypothetical constructs presumed to 
underlie types of psychological measures such as attitude 
(Ary et al., 1990 ) . 
Churchill (1979) called for the computation of alpha 
coefficient before factor analysis. The theory of this 
method, called exploratory factor analysis, held that the 
role of alpha would be to purge ineffective items from an 
instrument, thereby preventing them from clouding the 
factor structure. Churchill's factor analysis used 
varimax, an orthogonal rotation, to produce conceptually 
pure and sharply distinctive factors. 
Knutson, Stevens, Patton, Wullaert, and Yokoyama 
(1990) found that a second-order factor structure, 
confirmatory factor analysis, could/should be used when 
predetermined dimensions are incorporated into an 
instrument. This confirmatory analysis tests the fit of 
items positioned a priori within the dimensions. The 
purpose of coefficient alpha is to analyze the reliability 
of an index purified by the confirmatory process. 
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METHODOLOGY 
The purposes of this study were to develop an 
instrument characterizing consumer expectations of service 
quality in the business dining segment of the hospitality 
industry and to validate the survey instrument. Because 
the study involved human subjects, the research was 
approved by the Iowa State University Human Subjects 
Review Committee. A copy of the Information for Review of 
Research Involving Human Subjects is located in Appendix 
A. The methodology used is reported in five sections: 
population and sample selection, questionnaire 
construction, pilot study, data collection, and data 
analysis. 
Population and Sample Selection 
Population of the study was defined as the customers 
of business and industry foodservice operations. The 
total population of business and industry dining customers 
is difficult to determine. In Restaurant Business (1991) 
magazine, the 24th annual growth index does not specify 
customer counts in internal feeding and contract programs. 
The number of foodservice units reported as operating in 
the business and industry segment, however, totaled 16,450 
with 1991 sales exceeding $18.2 billion. 
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Criteria used for the site selection was a cafeteria 
style dining service operation for employee use. All 
three were operated by contract vendors. The foodservice 
managers of 15 sites in a large Midwestern metropolitan 
area were approached and asked for permission to conduct 
the study. Because these managers did not have granting 
authority to agree, they were asked to contact the company 
official for permission. Only three agreed to 
participate, and the sample was drawn from these sites. 
The participating sites included the marketing office for 
a computer hardware manufacturing firm, a test-site for a 
food manaufacturing firm, and a financial services firm. 
Approximately one-third of the employees in each site 
were drawn as a sample of the study. The three sites had 
approximately 750, 600, and 400 employees, respectively. 
Therefore, questionnaires were distributed to 600 
potential respondents. Questionnaires were deposited in 
the paychecks of the sample. Company officials were 
requested by the researcher to select every third employee 
on the payroll for questionnaire deposit. Because the 
researcher was not allowed to observe, it was assumed the 
directions were followed. 
26 
Questionnaire Construction 
A three-page questionnaire consisting of two parts 
was developed. Part 1 contained 37 items designed to 
represent the five dimensions, tangibles, reliability, 
responsiveness, assurance, and empathy, of service quality 
outlined by Parasuraman et al., (1986). Respondents were 
asked to indicate their expectations of the service 
quality described in each statement by selecting a number 
on a Likert-type scale from strongly agree (7) to strongly 
disagree (1). These items were written to match SERVQUAL 
statements as closely as possible so that the meaning of 
the survey would not diverge from the original purpose. 
Naturally, wording had to be changed to represent the 
segment of the hospitality industry it was intended to 
measure. The statements used in LODGSERV were also used 
as a guide to evaluate approximations of the original so 
that wording was changed without affecting meaning. All 
of the items were changed somewhat. Several items were 
added so as to reflect specific and unique attributes of 
the business dining services. In addition, some of the 
original SERVQUAL statements were deleted as they did not 
appear to emulate business dining operations. As 
suggested by Churchill (1979), a mix of positively and 
negatively worded items were included. Negatively worded 
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items were mixed throughout the questionnaire to avoid 
method factors. 
Part 2 contained three questions regarding the 
demographic characteristics of respondents. The intent of 
the questions were to identify significant differences 
between demographic groups of variables. Information was 
collected about number of meals purchased from the dining 
service at work, position held in the company, and gender. 
A copy of both the cover letter explaining the purposes of 
the study and the questionnaire is included in Appendix B. 
Pilot Study 
Five academicians and four business dining 
professionals were asked to review the questionnaire and 
to respond to the appropriateness and clarity of 
statements and directions. Subjects similar to the final 
participants were sought at a business dining cafeteria in 
a large Midwestern city. Twenty people were approached at 
random in the cafeteria and asked to participate in the 
pilot study, 12 agreed. These pilot participants were 
given the questionnaire and were asked to respond to the 
statements honestly and to comment on the clarity of 
directions, the understandability of statements, and 
amount of time required to complete the questionnaire. 
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Suggestions from participants and reviewers were 
considered, and modifications of the instrument made. The 
original instrument consisted of 47 statements. The pilot 
study revealed some communality and repetitiveness. Only 
a few statements seemed incomprehensible, and completion 
time ranged from 10 to 15 minutes. 
To eliminate redundancy, ten statements were deleted. 
Some wording was changed to improve comprehensibility. 
Completion time was not a factor in these modifications. 
Data Collection 
Respondents returned the completed questionnaires 
individually to the researcher by means of a self- 
addressed postage-paid return envelope. A total of 59 out 
of 600 distributed questionnaires were returned, for a 
response rate of 9.83%. 
There are several possible explanations for the poor 
response rate. All three sites explained that in-house 
surveys were conducted recently and that respondents might 
prove apprehensive. Another problem was that the sites 
agreeing to participate did not allow follow-up for the 
return of questionnaires. Participation was voluntary, 
and those individuals who did not return the questionnaire 
were not contacted with a follow-up letter. Another 
problem was the lack of control over the sample. Only the 
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employers of the sample knew the identity of the 
participants and were unwilling to share this information. 
Questionnaires were distributed on April 24, 1992, and 
respondents were asked to return the questionnaires by 
mail no later than May 15, 1992. 
Data Analysis 
Responses from the completed questionnaires were 
coded and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS Inc., 1990). Negatively worded 
items were recorded in reverse to the scores indicated by 
the respondents. Descriptive statistics were calculated 
for all survey items. 
T-tests were performed to identify whether 
significant differences existed among the responses of 
different gender, position, and meals purchased groups. 
Position in the company was divided into 
management/supervisory and nonsupervisory categories. 
Meals purchased in a typical four-week period were 
categorized among groups representing approximately 50% of 
the respondents in each group. 
Coefficient alpha was calculated to determine the 
reliability of the questionnaire. Items found with low 
item-to-total correlation and not contributing to the 
dimension's alpha value were deleted. Factor analysis was 
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conducted, and results were rotated by assuming correlated 
factors; thus, oblique rotation was used to determine 
whether five distinct but related dimensions existed. 
Oblique rotation was used because it was the procedure 
used in the previous studies by Parasuraman et al. (1986), 
Carman (1990), Knutson et al. (1990a), and Babakus and 
Boiler (1992). Pearson correlations were calculated to 
determine significant relationships between items in each 
dimension. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
The purposes of the study were to identify business 
dining consumer expectations of service quality and to 
validate the research instrument. The findings of this 
study are reported in the following sections: description 
of respondents, summary of WORKSERV, reliability, factor 
analysis, correlation, and t-tests between demographic 
groups on item mean scores. 
Description of Respondents 
Three questions were designed to elicit information 
about the respondents. These questions concerned number 
of meals purchased in a typical four-week period, position 
held in the company, and gender. These data are 
summarized in Table 1. 
The question concerning meals purchased in a typical 
four-week period was structured so that as many people as 
possible were qualified to complete the questionnaire. Of 
the respondents, 23.70% indicated purchasing meals between 
one and five times within the designated period. It is 
conceivable that some respondents in this category would 
have answered none, had the question asked about meals 
purchased in a one-week period. Because it was desirable 
to include respondents who were users of the dining 
32 
service, questionnaires indicating "none" to this question 
would not be used. No questionnaires were returned with 
this response, however. 
Slightly greater than half (54.30%) of respondents 
indicated utilizing the dining services 11 times or more 
in a four-week period. Thus, a large portion of 
respondents eat in the company cafeteria on a regular 
basis. 
Table 1. Characteristics of WORKSERV respondents (N = 59 
Q38 Meals Purchased in Four Week Period 
Frequency Percent 
None 0 0 
1-5 14 23.70 
6-10 12 20.30 
11-15 7 11.90 
16-20 24 40.70 
more than 20 1 1.70 
missing 1 1.70 
Q39 Position in Company 
Frequency Percent 
Upper Management 2 3.40 
Middle Management 15 25.40 
Entry-level Management 11 18.65 
Non-supervisory 31 52.55 
Other 0 0 
Q40 Gender 
Frequency Percent 
18 
41 
Female 
Male 
30.50 
69.50 
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Slightly greater than half (52.55%) of the 
respondents indicated that their positions were 
nonsupervisory. The remainder fell within management 
positions. No respondents indicated their position as 
"other," which had been included for support positions 
such as custodians. This was not surprising, given the 
fact that the three company sites were primarily white- 
collar operations. 
The most surprising results pertained to gender. Of 
the respondents, 69.50% were male, and 30.50% female. The 
ratio of male-to-female employees within the three 
participating sites was not known, and no rational 
explanation for this result presented itself. 
Summary of WORKSERV 
The distribution of WORKSERV scores indicated that 
respondents did have high expectations for service quality 
in business dining services. Nearly two-thirds (62.60%) 
of respondents had average index scores of 6 or above on 
the scale of 7. 
After an examination of the five dimensions' mean 
scores, it seemed that business dining consumers had a 
hierarchy of service expectations. These findings are 
summarized in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Summary of WORKSERV and five dimensions 
Dimensions & Items Mean Std Dev Strongly Agree3 
Assurance 6.09 0.61 75.70% 
Q28 6.53 0.68 91.50 
Q25 6.26 0.83 78.00 
Q26 6.14 0.89 72.90 
Q27 6.07 0.79 78.00 
Q23 6.02 0.79 71.20 
Q24 5.83 0.86 69.50 
Q29 5.77 1.02 57.60 
Reliability 6.03 0.49 71.40% 
Qll 6.64 0.92 93.30 
Q13 6.51 1.04 89.80 
Q12 6.27 0.91 83.00 
Q14 6.25 0.82 79.70 
Q15 4.50 0.92 10.20 
Tangibles 5.89 0.48 69.50% 
Q3 6.51 0.60 94.90 
Q8 6.37 0.91 89.80 
Q9 6.32 0.90 81.30 
Q2 6.24 0.84 84.80 
Q6 6.17 1.25 83.00 
Q10 5.83 1.62 66.10 
Q5 5.71 1.04 61.00 
Q4 5.49 1.27 57.60 
Q1 5.29 1.04 40.70 
Q7 5.00 1.27 35.60 
Empathy 5.32 0.71 44.80% 
Q37 6.00 1.24 71.20 
Q36 5.86 1.08 62.70 
Q34 5.31 1.12 47.50 
Q35 5.28 1.10 35.50 
Q31 5.28 1.19 45.80 
Q32 5.17 1.11 37.30 
Q33 4.84 1.29 33.90 
Q30 4.57 1.24 17.00 
Represents the response values of 6 and 7. 
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Table 2. Continued 
Dimensions & Items Mean Std Dev Strongly Agree3 
Responsiveness 5.25 0.56 53.40% 
Q18 6.33 0.69 86.50 
Q19 6.29 0.77 86.50 
Q17 6.27 1.01 84.70 
Q16 6.14 0.80 74.60 
Q21 4.69 1.59 23.70 
Q22 3.91 1.27 27.10 
Q20 2.98 1.40 8.50 
WORKSERV 5.69 0.46 62.60% 
The assurance dimension was rated highest, with an 
overall mean score of 6.09. Three-quarters of respondents 
(75.70%) rated the overall assurance dimension at least 6 
on the scale. 
The assurance dimension was evaluated by means of 
statements 23 through 29: 
23. Customers should feel confident in their dealings 
with the dining service. 
24. The dining service should keep customers informed 
about matters of concern to them (such as future 
price increases and nutritional information). 
25. Customers should be able to trust employees of the 
dining service. 
26. Customers' dealings with the dining service should be 
very pleasant. 
27. Dining service employees should be well trained, 
knowledgeable, competent, experienced, and polite. 
28. Dining service employees should get support from the 
dining service management so they can do their jobs 
well. 
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29. The dining service employees should be sympathetic 
and reassuring if something is wrong (such as food is 
not properly prepared, hot beverages are not hot, or 
the service is slow or inadequate). 
The consumers surveyed expected the management of the 
dining service to support employees so that they could do 
their jobs well. Most respondents (91.50%) rated 
statement 28 at or above 6 on the scale, with a mean score 
of 6.53. 
Reliability, with an overall mean of 6.03 and over 
two-thirds (71.40%) of respondents rating the dimension 6 
or higher, was the second most important factor. It was 
evaluated by means of statements 11 through 15: 
11. When the dining service promises to do something by a 
certain time (such as be open at specified time or 
deliver coffee service to meetings), it should be 
done. 
12. When customers have problems (such as the food or 
beverage is not at proper temperature), the dining 
service should quickly correct anything that is 
wrong. 
13. It is unrealistic to expect the dining service to be 
dependable and consistent. 
14. The dining service equipment (such as beverage 
dispensers) should work well. 
15. The dining service food should be prepared from 
scratch rather than using canned food. 
Question 11 had a mean score of 6.64, and 93.30% of 
respondents rated it at least 6 on the scale. The 
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respondents expected the dining service to be ready and 
open as promised. 
Surprisingly, question 15, had a mean of 4.50, and 
only 10.20% of respondents rated it 6 or above. This 
question referred to the dining service's preparing food 
from scratch instead of using canned food. A possible 
explanation for this response might be that business 
dining consumers do not expect quality food from scratch. 
They may be more concerned with promptness. 
Tangibles was the next most important dimension, with 
an overall mean of 5.89 and 69.50% respondents rating it 
at least 6 on the scale. The data suggest that guests 
will draw conclusions based on what they see, feel, and 
smell. LeBoeuf (1987) remarked that 85% of what people 
remember is a result of what they see; 11%, of what they 
hear; and the remainder of what they experience through 
other senses. 
Tangibles was evaluated by means of statements 1 
through 10: 
1. The dining service should have up-to-date and 
attractive equipment to display food and beverages. 
2. The dining service should have service and dining 
areas which are visually appealing, clean, and 
modern. 
3. The dining service employees should be clean, neat, 
and appropriately dressed. 
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4. The appearance of the physical facilities in the 
service and dining areas should be in keeping with 
the dining service image and price range. 
5. The dining service should post menus that are 
attractive and conveniently placed. 
6. It is unrealistic to expect the dining service to 
serve food and beverages that are consistently high 
in quality. 
7. The dining service should make available nutritional 
information (such as calories, fat, and cholesterol) 
for all of the menu selections. 
8. The dining service should provide services tailored 
to meet your needs (such as salad bar, deli bar, 
short-order grill, hot entrees, and specialty foods) 
at reasonable prices. 
9. The dining service should provide convenient waste 
disposal and tray return areas. 
10. Coffee service and amenities (such as cups, coffee 
urns, sugar, and cream) should be made available for 
meetings, at a nominal charge. 
Question 3 referred to the appearance of dining 
service employees. With a mean score of 6.51 and 94.90% 
of employees rating the statement at least 6 on the scale, 
respondents generally expected employees to be clean, 
neat, and appropriately dressed. Not as important, with a 
mean of 5.00 and 35.60% of employees rating the statement 
at least 6 on the scale, question 7 concerned expectations 
of nutritional information made available to consumers. 
The male-to-female ratio of respondents may be a possible 
explanation for this response. Males may not be as 
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concerned with nutritional information as may females. T- 
tests discussed later explored this possibility. 
Empathy and responsiveness, the remaining dimensions 
came in close for last place. Empathy had an overall mean 
score of 5.32; responsiveness, an overall mean of 5.25. 
But responsiveness was rated by 53.40% of respondents at 
least 6 on the scale, whereas empathy was rated at least 6 
by only 44.80%. 
Empathy was evaluated by statements 30 through 37: 
30. The dining service should be expected to give 
customers individual attention. 
31. Dining service employees should anticipate the needs 
of their customers. 
32. The dining service should have operating hours 
convenient to all their customers. 
33. It is okay if customers have to wait to receive the 
expected services. 
34. The dining service should have employees who are 
sensitive to your individual needs and wants rather 
than always "going by the book." 
35. The dining service employees should make you feel 
like a special and valued customer. 
36. It is unrealistic to expect the dining service to 
provide menu selections that cater to various needs 
and wants (such as healthy foods, vegetarian 
selections, a variety of food and beverages, and 
breakfast). 
37. Customers should be able to contact the foodservice 
management staff without difficulty. 
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Empathy is characterized by caring, warm, sensitive 
employees. Customers look to these people to solve 
problems, to make them feel special, and to anticipate 
their needs. Empathy also reflects the importance of 
convenient hours. Statement 37, with a mean of 6.00 and 
71.20% of respondents rating the statement at least 6, 
reflects consumer expectations to speak with cafeteria 
management when necessary. 
Responsiveness was evaluated by means of statements 
16 through 22: 
16. The dining service should provide services in a 
timely manner. 
17. It is unrealistic for customers to expect prompt 
service from employees of the dining service. 
18. Dining service employees should always be willing to 
help customers. 
19. The dining service should have flexible staff who can 
shift to help where lines occur (such as at the cash 
register or a popular service area). 
20. Customers should be willing to wait a little longer 
for service during busy period. 
21. The dining service should have staff that gives extra 
effort to handle your special requests. 
22. The dining service staff should stop what they are 
doing to respond to you. 
Responsiveness reflects customer expectations for 
promptness. A surprising result was achieved for question 
20, with a mean of 2.98, and only 8.50% of respondents 
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rating it at least 6 on the scale. This statement had 
been coded with reverse scores because it was a negatively- 
worded question. Evidently customers did not mind waiting 
a little longer for service during busy periods. This 
response, however, does not mean that customers expect to 
be ignored. Question 19 referred to dining service 
employees shifting to assist where lines occur. This 
question had a mean of 6.29, and 86.50% of respondents 
rated it at least 6 on the scale. Thus, customers did not 
mind waiting when it was busy, but they did expect dining 
service employees who were not busy to alleviate lines. 
A review of the five dimensions as presented in Table 
2 reflects that respondents had high expectations for 
assurance and reliability. Means for these dimensions 
were high with low standard deviations. Knutson et al. 
(1990b) found similar results and interpreted them to mean 
that there may be little discriminatory power within the 
dimensions. These two dimensions are most likely 
dissatisfiers rather than satisfiers. In other words, 
consumers are not satisfied because the dimensions are 
present; they are dissatisfied because they are absent. 
Reliability 
As mentioned, Churchill (1979) recommended that items 
in a marketing survey instrument be analyzed using 
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exploratory factor analysis. This method calls for 
computation of alpha values before factor analysis. 
Knutson et al. (1990b) suggested that the analysis 
continue with confirmatory factor analysis, which reversed 
the procedure and factor analyzed the instrument before 
coefficient alpha was computed. WORKSERV analysis stopped 
after the exploratory factor analysisbecause Babakus and 
Boiler (1992) contended that the confirmatory step was 
unnecessary if the exploratory method failed to confirm 
the five dimensions. 
Babakus and Boiler (1992) also found no reason to 
assume that it mattered which step was used first. The 
factor analysis confirms or disputes preconceived 
dimensions while alpha validates the index. 
Knutson et al. (1990b) attempted both methods. The 
results of LODGSERV supported the method of exploratory 
factor analysis used by Parasuraman et al. (1986) for 
SERVQUAL. Knutson upheld the five dimensions after 
confirmatory factor analysis on LODGSERV. But, Babakus 
and Boiler (1992), who used the exploratory method, were 
unable to replicate the factor loadings claimed by Knutson 
et al. (1990a) and by Parasuraman et al. 
WORKSERV, therefore, was analyzed using 
coefficient alpha first and factor analysis second. This 
study set out to determine whether the five dimensions of 
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SERVQUAL and LODGSERV would exist in another environment 
such as business dining services. Alpha values were used 
to determine instrument reliability. 
Results are organized first by coefficient alpha and 
next by factor analysis. In this way, WORKSERV results of 
coefficient alpha and factor analysis can be analyzed and 
compared with those of Parasuraman et al. (1986). 
Corrected item-to-total correlations and subscale 
reliabilities are presented in Table 3. In terms of alpha 
coefficients, results are generally consistent with those 
of Parasuraman et al. (1986), Knutson et al. (1990a), 
Carman (1990), and Babakus and Boiler (1992). 
The tangibles dimension had an alpha coefficient of 
0.66. Question 7 was deleted from this dimension because 
it was shown not to contribute to the overall dimension 
alpha value. The alpha value before item deletion was 
0.59. Item-to-total correlation for item 7 was -0.05. 
The corrected item-to-total correlations of items in the 
tangibles dimension were relatively steady but not 
consistently high. 
The reliability dimension had an alpha value of 0.57 
and low corrected item-to-total correlations. This 
dimension also had one item, question 15, that did not 
contribute to a high alpha value and thus was deleted from 
the group. 
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Table 3. Reliability analysis of WORKSERVa 
Dimensions 
& Items 
Coefficient 
Alpha 
Corrected 
Item-to-total 
Correlation*3 
Corrected 
Item-to-total 
Correlation0 
Tangibles 
Q1 
0.66 
0.34 0.24 
Q2 0.56 0.33 
Q3 0.38 0.30 
Q4 0.33 0.33 
Q5 0.34 0.42 
Q6 0.25 0.51 
Q8 0.32 0.46 
Q9 0.38 0.59 
Q10 0.27 0.31 
Reliability 
Qll 
0.57 
0.36 0.44 
Q12 0.42 0.43 
Q13 0.27 0.42 
Q14 0.38 0.63 
Responsiveness 
Q16 
0.71 
0.56 0.67 
Q17 0.44 0.48 
Q18 0.45 0.53 
Q19 0.57 0.46 
Assurance 
Q23 
0.86 
0.66 0.71 
Q25 0.64 0.62 
Q26 0.80 0.75 
Q27 0.72 0.59 
Q28 0.57 0.54 
Q29 0.53 0.57 
Empathy 
Q30 
0.74 
0.44 0.38 
Q31 0.54 0.57 
Q33 0.50 0.51 
Q34 0.43 0.32 
Q35 0.53 0.50 
Q36 0.35 0.35 
Q37 0.34 0.67 
aOverall reliability of the WORKSERV scale was 0.91. 
^Corrected item-to-total subscale correlations 
cCorrected item-to-total index correlations 
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Item-to-total correlation for item 15 was -0.01. Before 
deletion, alpha value for the reliability dimension was 
0.43. 
The responsiveness dimension had an alpha value of 
0.71. Questions 20, 21, and 22 did not contribute to this 
dimension and were deleted. Before correction, the 
responsiveness dimension had an alpha value of 0.53. 
Item-to-total correlations for these items were 0.21, 
0.31, and 0.18, respectively. Corrected item-to-total 
correlations were consistent across the four remaining 
items. 
The alpha value of the assurance dimension was 0.86, 
the highest alpha value of the five dimensions. The 
individual corrected item-to-total correlations were 
consistently high, ranging from 0.53 to 0.80. This 
dimension also found one question, number 24, that did not 
contribute to the group and was deleted. Item-to-total 
correlation of item 24 was 0.39. Before deletion, the 
alpha value of assurance was 0.85. Additionally, although 
deletion of question 29 would have increased the 
dimension's alpha value to 0.86, doing so would have 
decreased the overall alpha of the instrument from 0.91 to 
0.90. Therefore, the item remained. 
The final dimension, empathy, had an alpha value of 
0.74. Corrected item-to-total correlations were 
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relatively consistent, ranging from 0.34 to 0.54. 
Question 32 was deleted from this dimension when it was 
shown not to contribute to the group score. Alpha 
coefficient before deletion was 0.72. Item-to-total 
correlation for this item was 0.21. 
The overall reliability of WORKSERV, after the seven 
questions were deleted, was 0.91. This high coefficient 
alpha is consistent with results of previous studies and 
can be interpreted to mean that the reliability, a measure 
of internal consistency, of the instrument as a whole is 
high. Nonetheless, it was decided to further measure the 
underlying dimensionality using factor analysis. The 
results of this step will indicate whether the five 
dimensions exist. 
Factor Analysis 
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted using 
oblique rotation. Initial results were rotated assuming 
correlated factors and are presented in Table 4. The 
exploratory method using oblique rotation was used by 
Parasuraman et al. (1986), Carman (1990), Knutson et al. 
(1990b), and Babakus and Boiler (1992). As mentioned, 
Knutson et al. went one step farther and analyzed data by 
a means of a confirmatory method. Their results after 
confirmatory factor analysis were not included in the 
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Table 4. Oblique rotation factor analysis of WORKSERV 
Dimensions 
& Items FI F2 
Factor Loadings 
F3 F4 F5 
Tangibles 
Q1 01 30 29 64 -02 
Q2 19 07 06 86 12 
Q3 32 03 -10 67 04 
Q4 -02 59 30 45 10 
Q5 43 32 30 18 10 
Q6 27 07 14 17 86 
Q8 34 22 86 -00 17 
Q9 80 22 19 08 12 
Q10 25 12 80 12 -04 
Reliability 
Qll 28 12 80 12 25 
Q12 42 40 -12 35 25 
Q13 08 00 -11 -07 85 
Q14 64 25 54 43 11 
Responsiveness 
Q16 83 31 10 08 24 
Q17 30 37 29 10 59 
Q18 57 22 24 23 28 
Q19 68 06 40 -03 10 
Assurance 
Q23 73 40 40 09 41 
Q25 61 28 22 26 50 
Q26 75 50 29 27 34 
Q27 75 39 18 13 09 
Q28 70 10 15 38 33 
Q29 49 69 18 07 21 
Empathy 
Q30 17 83 01 09 08 
Q31 53 49 26 17 -05 
Q33 39 65 19 -11 31 
Q34 28 57 -17 30 -27 
Q35 31 58 34 28 09 
Q36 19 44 39 -16 27 
Q37 62 18 22 32 28 
Numbers are magnitudes of the factor loadings multiplied 
by 100. The percentage of variance extracted by the 5 
factors was 58.70. 
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i 
report however, and thus comparisons cannot be made with 
the current study. 
An examination of Table 4 reveals that the a priori 
expected solutions did not emerge to provide clear 
evidence regarding the existence of five distinct 
dimensions. These results indicate a problem with the 
proposed dimensionality of WORKSERV. Only Knutson et al. 
(1990a) reported results supporting five distinct 
dimensions in LODGSERV. Babakus and Boiler (1992) and 
Carman (1990) were unable to replicate SERVQUAL 
successfully. These latter two researchers found factor 
loadings similar to those presented here for WORKSERV. 
Of the five dimensions, assurance loaded heavily on 
the first factor, with the exception of question 29. This 
item loaded heavier on the second factor. Empathy loaded 
heavily on the second factor, with the exception of 
question 37 which loaded heavily on factor one. Question 
31 loaded more heavily on the first factor but also loaded 
on the second factor. 
Responsiveness had three of four items loading on the 
first factor. Question 17, however, loaded on the fifth. 
Reliability and tangibles demonstrated inconsistent factor 
loadings. 
The cumulative percentage of variance extracted by 
the five factors was 58.70. The first factor accounted 
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for 29.90% of total variance; the second, third, fourth, 
and fifth factors accounted for 8.00%, 7.60%, 6.90%, and 
6.40% of total variance, respectively. All five factors 
had eigenvalues greater than 1.00. These results are 
presented in Table 5. An effort had been made to rename 
the five factors, however, no commonality was found within 
each factor to justify an appropriate title for each 
factor. It is conceivable that consumers view this 
segment as purely utilitarian. Eating lunch at work is a 
basic need and therefore consumers expectations may be 
limited. 
Table 5. Eigenvalues and percentages of factor variance 
Factor Eigenvalue 
Percentage 
variance 
Cumulative 
percentage 
1 8.96 29.90 29.90 
2 2.39 8.00 37.80 
3 2.29 7.60 45.50 
4 2.06 6.90 52.30 
5 1.93 6.40 58.70 
That eigenvalues are greater than 1.00 suggests the 
existence of five dimensions. But when the eigenvalues 
are presented on a scree plot (Figure 1), it is evident 
that only one factor may exist in the instrument. If five 
dimensions existed, the curve would demonstrate a 
curvilinear slope. The curve descends rapidly after the 
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first eigenvalue, however, and approaches a flat line from 
the second through fifth factors. Thus, only one 
dimension may exist (SPSS Inc, 1990). 
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Figure 1. Scree-plot analysis of WORKSERV eigenvalues 
Correlation 
The lack of five distinct dimensions is further 
supported by item-to-item correlation analysis. Babakus 
and Boiler (1992) asserted that items representing a 
dimension should correlate highly and uniformly with each 
other, but not correlate with items in other dimensions. 
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Correlation matrices of the a priori dimensions presented 
in Table 6 demonstrate that items representing the five 
dimensions did not consistently correlate highly with each 
other. Responsiveness and assurance dimensions 
demonstrated significant item-to-item correlations, 
however, the other groups did not show strong 
correlations. 
Table 7 presents the items as they loaded on the five 
factor extractions. Most items which loaded on the same 
factors demonstrated significant correlations. The item- 
to-item correlation analysis shown in Tables 6 and 7 
demonstrates correlation uniformity among the factor 
loadings but not a close fit to the a priori dimensions. 
A brief examination of the factor loadings in Table 7 
suggested that these items fit no logical pattern of 
emerging dimensions. For example, Factor 1 demonstrated 
significant correlations of item 9, "The dining service 
should provide convenient waste disposal and tray return 
areas" and item 28, "Dining service employees should get 
support from the dining service management so they can do 
their jobs well." This analysis demonstrated no rational 
or distinct dimensions emerged from the factor analysis. 
These two items were chosen because they represent the 
problems associated with renaming the factors. 
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Table 6. Correlation matrices of WORKSERV dimensions3 
Tangibles 
Items Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 
Q1 — 
Q2 50** — 
Q3 20 51** — 
Q4 38** 31* 14 — 
Q5 13 18 21 31* — 
Q6 03 19 14 01 09 — 
Q8 12 02 16 17 26* 20 
Q9 07 15 17 -01 34** 18 
Q10 21 13 05 16 12 04 
Reliability 
Items Qll 
Qll — 
Q12 03 
Q13 03 
Q14 46** 
Q12 
13 
36** 
Q13 
45** 
Q14 
Responsiveness 
Items Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 
Q16 — 
Q17 36** — 
Q18 41** 29* — 
Q19 54** 36** 45** — 
Assurance 
I terns Q23 Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 
Q23 
Q25 
Q26 
Q27 
Q28 
59** 
63** 
57** 
51** 
57** 
45** 
59** 
76** 
54** 45** 
Q29 41** 41** 58** 53** 28* — 
Empathy 
I terns Q30 Q31 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 
Q30 
Q31 
Q33 
Q34 
Q35 
30* 
45** 
46** 
29* 
27* 
48** 
44** 
20 
27* A c * * 45 
Q36 22 19 40** 02 36** — 
Q37 04 30* 34** 21 31* 07 
Q8 
29* 
63** 
Q37 
Q9 
22 
Q10 
Correlations are multiplied by 100. 
*Significant at .05 
**Significant at .01 
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Table 7. Correlation matrices of WORKSERV factors3 
Factor 1 
Items Q5 
Q5 
Q9 
Q12 
Q14 
Q16 
Q18 
Q19 
Q23 
Q25 
Q26 
Q27 
Q28 
Q29 
Q31 
_g37_ 
34 
05 
29 
38 
45 
30 
41 
22 
41 
37 
18 
17 
21 
34 
Q9 Q12 Q14 Q16 Q18 Q19 Q23 Q25 
** 
31*    
* 
63** 37**   
** 
71** 35** 47**   
** 34** 28* 28* 41**   
** 
52** 12 35** 54** 45**   
** 
59** 34** 61** 57** 35** 49** — 
48** 35** 48** 56** 44** 26* 53**   
** 
60** 32* 55** 57** 47** 30* 63** 57** 
** 
53** 29* 57** 57** 38** 34** 57** 45** 
41** 40** 43** 53** 33* 43** 51** 59** 
33* 35** 35** 43** 26** 34* 41** 41** 
32* 35** 44** 36** 28* 29* 41** 20 
* * 35** 22 34** 41** 55** 55** 46** 34** 
Factor 2 
Items Q4 Q26 Q29 Q30 Q3. 
Q4 — 
Q26 20 — 
Q29 31* 58** — 
Q30 40** 39** 52** — 
Q33 28* 45** 52** 45** — 
Q34 18 18 36** 46** 20 
Q35 38** 30* 26* 30* 27 
Q36 19 31* 26 22 40 
Factor 3 
Items Q8 Q10 Qll Q14 
Q8 — 
Q10 63** — 
Qll 67** 54** — 
Q14 59** 52** 46** — 
Factor 4 
Items Q1 Q2 Q3 
Q1 — 
Q2 50** — 
Q3 20 51** — 
Factor 5 
Items Q6 Q13 Q17 Q25 
Q6 — 
Q13 70** — 
Q17 51** 29* — 
Q25 40** 31* 24 — 
^Correlations are multiplied by 
Q34 Q35 Q36 
* 
* * 
44 
02 36 
* * 
Significant at .05 
**Significant at .01 
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Table 7. Correlation matrices of WORKSERV factors3 
Factor 
Items 
• 1 
Q5 Q9 Q12 Q14 Q16 Q18 Q19 Q23 Q25 
Q5 
Q9 
Q12 
Q14 
Q16 
Q18 
Q19 
Q23 
34** 
05 
29* 
38** 
45** 
30** 
41** 
31* 
63** 
71** 
34** 
52** 
59** 
37** 
35** 
28* 
12 
34** 
47** 
28* 
35** 
61** 
41** 
54** 
57** 
45** 
35** 49** 
Q25 22 48** 35** 48** 56** 44** 26* 53** — 
Q26 41** 60** 32* 55** 57** 47** 30* 63** 57** 
Q27 37** 53** 29* 57** 57** 38** 34** 57** 45** 
Q28 18 41** 40** 43** 53** 33* 43** 51** 59** 
Q29 17 33* 35** 35** 43** 26** 34* 41** 41** 
Q31 21 32* 35** 44** 36** 28* 29* 41** 20 
Q37 34** 35** 22 34** 41** 55** 55** 46** 34** 
Factor 2 
Items Q4 Q26 Q29 Q30 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 
Q4 
Q26 
Q29 
Q30 
Q33 
Q34 
Q35 
20 
3l’ 
40 
28’ 
18 
38 
** 
** 
58 
39 
45 
18 
305 
** 
** 
** 
52 
52 
36 
26s 
** 
** 
** 
45 
46 
30s 
** 
** 
Q36 19 31* 26 22 
Factor 3 
Items Q8 Q10 Qll Q14 
Q8 
Q10 63** 
Qll 67** 54** 
•4r + 
Q14 59 52** 46** — 
Factor 4 
Items Q1 Q2 Q3 
Q1 
Q2 50 
Q3 20 51** 
Factor 5 
Items Q6 Q13 Q17 Q25 
Q6 
Q13 70 
Q17 51** 29* 
Q25 40** 31* 24 — 
20 
27: 
40 ** 
44 
02 36 
** 
Correlations are multiplied by 100 
^Significant at .05 
Significant at .01 
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Factor 1 
Items Q26 Q27 Q28 
Q5 
Q9 
Q12 
Q14 
Q16 
Q18 
Q19 
Q23 
Q25 
Q26 
Q27 
Q28 
Q29 
Q31 
Q37 
76 
54 
58 
49 
42 
** 
** ,c** 45 — — 
** 
53** 28* 
** 
48** 32* 
** 
34* 46* 
Q29 
34 
33! 
** 
Q31 
30 
Q37 
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T-tests Between Demographic Groups on Item Mean Scores 
The three demographic variables were dichotomized. 
Meals purchased in a typical four-week period was divided 
at approximately the 50% cut-off. Position in the company 
was divided into supervisory and nonsupervisory groups. 
Gender was, of course, divided by male and female groups. 
Results of the t-tests for meals purchased in a typical 
four-week period are summarized in Table 8. 
Calculations indicated no significant differences 
between those purchasing 11 or more meals and those 
purchasing fewer than 11 meals in a typical four-week 
period. These data indicate that based on the number of 
meals purchased, respondents did not differ in their 
expectations of quality service in the cafeteria. 
Table 9 summarizes results of t-tests performed on 
two groups of respondents based on their positions in the 
company. Of the 37 items, only item 14's t-value (-2.34) 
was significant at the .05 level. The negative t-value 
indicated that nonsupervisory respondents agreed more 
strongly with the statement "The dining service equipment 
should work well" than did supervisory respondents. 
Results of these t-tests indicated that respondents' 
expectations of service quality are similar, regardless of 
position held. Management as well as nonmanagement 
expected the same basic services in the cafeteria. 
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T-tests performed on responses of the two gender 
groups are summarized in Table 10. Only one item, number 
2, with a t-value of 3.43, received responses 
significantly different at the .05 level. A significant 
positive t-value indicates that females agreed more 
strongly with the statement "The dining service should 
have service and dining areas which are visually 
appealing, clean, and modern" than did males. 
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Table 8. Comparison of mean scores by meals purchased 
Dimensions 
& Items n 
Group 1 
Mean 
a 
SD n 
Group 2 
Mean 
,b 
SD t-value 
Tangibles 
Q1 26 5.19 1.10 32 5.41 0.98 -0.78 
Q2 26 6.38 0.85 32 6.13 0.83 1.17 
Q3 26 6.50 0.71 32 6.53 0.51 -0.19 
Q4 26 5.38 1.33 32 5.63 1.21 -0.71 
Q5 26 5.69 1.12 32 5.69 0.97 0.02 
Q6 26 5.96 1.46 32 6.31 1.06 -1.03 
Q8 26 6.50 1.07 32 6.25 0.76 1.00 
Q9 26 6.38 0.90 32 6.25 0.92 0.56 
Q10 26 5.88 1.31 32 6.72 1.07 0.32 
Reliability 
Qll 26 6.58 1.27 32 6.72 0.52 -0.53 
Q12 26 6.23 0.95 32 6.28 0.89 -0.21 
Q13 26 6.38 1.36 32 6.59 0.71 -0.71 
Q14 26 6.27 0.83 32 6.22 0.83 0.23 
Responsiveness 
Q16 26 6.15 0.88 32 6.09 0.73 0.28 
Q17 26 6.08 1.19 32 6.41 0.84 -1.19 
Q18 25 6.48 0.65 32 6.19 0.69 1.63 
Q19 25 6.32 0.85 32 6.25 0.72 0.33 
Assurance 
Q23 24 6.00 0.88 32 6.00 0.72 0.00 
Q25 25 6.12 0.83 32 6.34 0.83 -1.01 
Q26 25 6.24 0.93 32 6.03 0.86 0.87 
Q27 25 6.00 0.91 32 6.09 0.69 -0.43 
Q28 25 6.44 0.77 32 6.59 0.62 -0.82 
Q29 25 5.64 1.04 32 5.87 1.02 -0.83 
Empathy 
Q30 25 4.80 1.26 32 4.38 1.24 1.27 
Q31 25 5.36 1.19 32 5.19 1.22 0.51 
Q33 25 4.72 1.43 32 4.90 1.19 -0.51 
Q34 26 5.23 1.39 32 5.41 0.84 -0.56 
Q35 25 5.32 1.31 32 5.29 0.90 0.10 
Q36 25 5.80 1.16 32 5.88 1.04 -0.25 
Q37 25 6.24 0.88 32 5.78 1.26 1.61 
al to 10 meals purchased in a four-week period. 
bll or more meals purchased in a four-week period. 
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Table 9. Comparison of mean scores by position in company 
Dimensions 
& Items n 
Group 
Mean 
la 
SD n 
Group 
Mean 
2b 
SD t-value 
Tangibles 
Q1 28 5.39 0.92 31 5.19 1.14 0.74 
Q2 28 6.21 0.83 31 6.26 0.86 -0.20 
Q3 28 6.43 0.69 31 6.58 0.53 -0.96 
Q4 28 5.64 0.87 31 5.35 1.54 0.90 
Q5 28 5.54 0.92 31 5.87 1.12 -1.26 
Q6 28 6.18 1.19 31 6.16 1.32 0.05 
Q8 28 6.18 1.06 31 6.55 0.72 -1.55 
Q9 28 6.11 0.99 31 6 . 52 0.77 -1.75 
Q10 28 5.61 1.32 31 6.03 0.98 -1.39 
Reliability 
Qll 28 6.50 1.23 31 6.77 0.50 -1.10 
Q12 28 6.29 0.81 31 6.26 1.00 0.12 
Q13 28 6.61 0.79 31 6.42 1.23 0.69 
Q14 28 6.00 0.90 31 6.48 0.68 -2.34* 
Responsiveness 
Q16 28 6.07 0.77 31 6.19 0.83 -0.58 
Q17 28 6.29 0.90 31 6.26 1.13 0.10 
Q18 27 6.22 0.75 31 6.42 0.62 -1.08 
Q19 27 6.11 0.80 31 6.45 0.72 -1.69 
Assurance 
Q23 27 6.00 0.83 30 6.03 0.77 -0.16 
Q25 27 6.19 0.88 31 6.32 0.79 -0.62 
Q26 27 6.04 0.98 31 6.23 0.81 -0.79 
Q27 27 6.00 0.83 31 6.13 0.76 -0.61 
Q28 27 6.52 0.75 31 6.55 0.62 -0.16 
Q29 27 5.67 1.10 30 5.87 0.94 -0.73 
Empathy 
Q30 27 4.70 1.24 31 4.45 1.26 0.77 
Q31 27 5.22 1.19 30 5.33 1.21 -0.35 
Q33 27 5.11 1.19 30 4.60 1.35 1.52 
Q34 28 5.32 1.12 31 5.29 1.13 0.11 
Q35 27 5.33 0.83 30 5.23 1.31 0.35 
Q36 27 5.81 1.11 31 5.90 1.08 -0.31 
Q37 27 5.89 1.05 31 6.10 1.19 -0.71 
Management or supervisory position. 
bNonsupervisory position. 
*Significant at .05 
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Table 10. Comparison of mean scores by gender 
Dimensions 
& Items n 
Group 
Mean 
la 
SD n 
Group 
Mean 
2b 
SD t-value 
Tangibles 
Q1 18 5.17 0.99 41 5.34 1.06 -0.61 
Q2 18 6.67 0.49 41 6.05 0.89 3.43* 
Q3 18 6.72 0.58 41 6.41 0.59 1.88 
Q4 18 5.72 1.18 41 5.39 1.30 0.96 
Q5 18 6.06 1.11 41 5 . 56 0.98 1.63 
Q6 18 6.06 1.59 41 6.22 1.08 -0.40 
Q8 18 6.22 1.35 41 6.44 0.63 -0.65 
Q9 18 6.61 0.61 41 6.20 0.98 1.98 
Q10 18 5.78 1.56 41 5.85 0.96 -0.19 
Reliability 
Qll 18 6.56 1.42 41 6.68 0.61 -0.37 
Q12 18 6.17 1.15 41 6.32 0.79 -0.51 
Q13 18 6.27 1.57 41 6.61 0.70 -0.86 
Q14 18 6.50 0.79 41 6.15 0.82 1.57 
Responsiveness 
Q16 18 6.39 0.85 41 6.02 0.76 1.57 
Q17 18 6.44 0.86 41 6.20 1.08 0.95 
Q18 17 6.35 0.70 41 6.32 0.69 0.18 
Q19 17 6.53 0.51 41 6.20 0.84 1.84 
Assurance 
Q23 16 6.31 0.70 41 5.90 0.80 1.90 
Q25 17 6.35 0.86 41 6.21 0.82 0.54 
Q26 17 6.35 0.86 41 6.05 0.89 1.21 
Q27 17 6.29 0.77 41 5.98 0.79 1.42 
Q28 17 6.59 0.71 41 6.51 0.68 0.38 
Q29 17 5.88 1.17 40 5.73 0.96 0.49 
Empathy 
Q30 17 4.71 1.26 41 4.51 1.25 0.53 
Q31 16 5.19 1.33 41 5.32 1.15 -0.34 
Q33 16 5.13 1.50 41 4.73 1.21 0.94 
Q34 18 5.44 1.29 41 5.24 1.04 0.58 
Q35 17 5.41 1.06 40 5.23 1.12 0.60 
Q36 17 5.94 1.35 41 5.83 0.97 0.31 
Q37 17 6.35 0.86 41 5.85 1.20 1.78 
^Female. 
bMale. 
Significant at .05 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purposes of this study were to measure business 
dining service consumers' expectations of service quality 
and to validate the research instrument. The 
questionnaire was constructed based on the SERVQUAL and 
LODGSERV instruments with modifications on wording to fit 
the business dining segment of the hospitality industry. 
The questionnaire was pretested and revisions were 
made according to recommendations. Questionnaires were 
distributed to 600 business dining service customers in a 
Midwestern metropolitan area. The response rate was 5.83% 
(n = 59). 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for all survey 
items. After an examination of the five dimensions' mean 
scores, assurance appeared to be the most important 
dimension of service quality, followed by reliability, 
tangibles, empathy, and responsiveness. Coefficient alpha 
was calculated to determine reliability of the instrument. 
Reliability alpha scores for WORKSERV's five dimensions 
were relatively high individually, ranging from 0.57 to 
0.86. The overall alpha was 0.91, consistent with 
findings of previous studies. Following coefficient alpha 
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analysis, 7 items were deleted from the instrument 
resulting in a 30-item index. 
Factor analysis failed to support the five-dimension 
scale found by Parasuraman et al. (1986). A small sample 
size can have an adverse impact on factor analysis results 
(Carman, 1990) and the low response rate of WORKSERV may 
have contributed to the poor factor analysis results. 
Babakus and Boiler (1992) suggested that SERVQUAL proved 
unidimensional. Hence, the possibility exists that 
consumers form a unidimensional abstraction of service 
quality expectations for the business dining segment of 
the hospitality industry. Eigenvalue results suggested 
that only one dimension may exist in business dining 
services. The high overall alpha level further supports 
the notion that consumers view business dining services as 
unidimensional. 
A second possible explanation for the factor analysis 
results is item wording. Knutson et al. (1990a) changed 
the wording of SERVQUAL to fit the hotel and lodging 
segment of the hospitality industry. Their findings 
reportedly supported the a priori dimensions. Carman 
(1990), however, changed the wording of SERVQUAL to fit 
four other service segments. None of their results 
supported the dimensionality found by Parasuraman et al. 
(1986) and Knutson et al. Therefore, both poor sample 
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response and item wording contribute to the factor 
analysis results. Results of t-tests showed that 
expectations of service quality were quite similar across 
the demographic groups surveyed. 
Recommendations 
A limitation of this study was the poor response rate 
among the sample size of 600. Before WORKSERV can be 
considered a valid and reliable index of consumer 
expectations of five dimensions in business dining 
services, further testing of WORKSERV with a larger sample 
size is needed to purify the instrument. Previous studies 
using SERVQUAL and LODGSERV had at least 200 respondents. 
The researcher recommends that before further testing 
of the instrument is conducted, sufficient planning be 
made to secure participating business dining operations. 
One method may be to contact possible sites well in 
advance so as not to conflict with in-house surveys. 
The instrument itself seems to possess reliability based 
on the high alpha level. However, further testing of the 
revised instrument should be conducted for two reasons: 
additional analysis is needed to test the validity of the 
revised instrument, and, if consumers view business dining 
services as unidimensional, the possibility exists that 
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the instrument can be shortened further by removing items 
with low factor loadings on the main factor. 
At this stage, WORKSERV is not recommended to be used 
as a basis for measuring the five dimensions of tangibles, 
reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. The 
instrument may, however, provide an accurate measure of 
the overall service quality expectations of business 
dining services. 
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APPENDIX A. 
HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH APPROVAL 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa **-*- 'Inlvaraity 
(Please type and use the attac 7 0 structions tor completing this form) 
1. Title of Project. Development of WORKSERV: An Index to Measure Service Quality Expectation s 
in Business Dining Services 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will be submitted to the committee for review. I agree to request renewal of approval for any project 
continuing more than one year. 
Vernon Keith Markev 
Typed None of Principe! Investigator 
HRIM 
Data Signature of Principal Invejjfgjuoi 
11 Mackay Hall o!
 
r
l
 
1
 
Department Campus Address Campus Telephone 
Signatures of other investigators Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
'-
1
 / Major Professor 
4. Principal Investigators) (check all that apply) 
C Faculty G Staff 3 Graduate Student G Undergraduate Student 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
G Research 2 Thesis or dissertation Q Class project G Independent Study (490, 590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
 # ISU student  # minors under 14  other (explain) 
 # minors 14-17 
2D£ # Adults, non-students 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
See Attachment 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Informed Consent G Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
(x] Modified informed consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
G Not applicable to this project. 
9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be used to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) y ^ 
Questionnaires will be coded accordi_0 subject and location. These codes will be 
removed once the name of the respondent is checked off the list. The names and 
location of respondents will not be recorded on the questionnaire or within results. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emodonai risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
There will be no risks or discomfort. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
G A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
G B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
G C. Administradon of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
G D. Physical exercise or condidoning for subjects 
Q E. Deception of subjects 
G F- Subjects under 14 years of age and/or G Subjects 14 -17 years of age 
G G. Subjects in institudons (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
G H. Research must be approved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of approval) 
If you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the following in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items A • D Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Describe how subjects will be deceived: justify the decepdon; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and information to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14, indicate how informed consent from parents or legally authorized repre- 
sentadves as well as from subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project. If subjects in any outside agency or 
institution are involved, approval must be obtained prior to beginning the research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
Last Name of Principal Investigator Markey 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 7 2 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. CS Letter or wriaen statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
0 in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary: nonparticipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13.0 Consent form (if applicable) 
14.0 Letter of approval for research from cooperaring organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15.0 Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact 
March 9r 1992  
Month / Day / Year 
Last Contact 
Mav 31f 1992 
Month / Day / Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
^ ^ ^ p t / Y f' S2 
Month / Day / Year 
18. Signature of Departmental Executive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
Vy/i , „>■. S.'JJ s/s C P   P -2s cf HRIM Departaent  
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
 Project Not Approved  No Action Required J^Project Approved 
Patricia M, Keith  
Name of Committee Chairperson 
 P/71 &Li 
Dale Signature of Committee Chairperson 
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Addendum for Information for Review of Research Involving Human 
Subjects 
Vernon K. Markey 
February 20, 1992 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human 
subjects: 
The project is designed to: 
1. Confirm five dimensions of quality service found in 
previous research to business dining services. 
2. Develop and validate the research instrument to measure 
quality service expectations of business dining 
consumers. 
3. Identify differences in business dining consumer 
expectations according to specific demographic 
information. 
4. Provide recommendations on marketing strategies for 
business dining service providers. 
The attached questionnaire, using a 7-point Likert-type scale, will 
be distributed to approximately 200 business dining consumers in the 
Minneapo1is-St. Paul metropolitan area. The subjects will be asked 
to complete and return the questionnaire via mail. 
8. The purpose of the questionnaire and the procedure for 
completing it are indicated on the cover letter. 
No discomforts or risks are expected. 
Business dining services providers will benefit from the study in 
improving the delivery of quality service to the consumer by better 
understanding the expectations of the business dining consumer. The 
consumer will benefit from the improved service provided as their 
wants and needs can be met. 
There is no alternative procedure. 
An offer to answer any inquiries concerning the procedures is made 
in the cover letter. 
The subject is invited, not required, to participate in the study, 
and is free to withdraw from the study by not returning the 
questionnaire. This information is presented in the cover letter. 
There is no means of relating names to the respondent's 
questionnaire. Any coding procedures for the purpose of determining 
response rate will be removed prior to coding data. The information 
is presented in the cover letter. 
The amount of time required to complete the questionnaire is 
approximately 15 minutes. 
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APPENDIX B. 
SURVEY COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY College of Family and 
Consumer Sciences 
Department of Hotel, Rcstauran 
and Institution Management 
11 MacKav Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 -11 at> 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 75 
515 294-1730 
FAX 515 294-9449 
April 15, 1992 
I am a graduate student in the Department of Hotel, Restaurant, and Institution 
Management at Iowa State University. For my master's research, I am investigating 
business dining consumers' opinions as they relate to expectations of quality dining services 
in the workplace. The ultimate objective of the research is to determine what customers 
expect or want from the dining services provided at their place of work. The results of the 
study will be used to suggest improvements for the dining services industry. 
Your name was randomly drawn from the employee list provided by your company. Your 
participation in the study is critical to the success of the research. I would appreciate your 
help by completing the questionnaire. It should take only 10-15 minutes to complete. 
When it is completed, please fold, tape (no staples, please), and drop it into the mail; no 
postage is necessary. 
The information collected will be kept confidential; group results only will be used to 
report findings. Neither you nor your company will be identified. The code number on the 
questionnaire is to identify which questionnaires have been returned, and will be removed 
before data analysis. 
If you have questions or difficulty concerning the questionnaire, please contact me or Dr. 
Cathy Hsu, the research advisor/ Dr. Hsu's office telephone number is 515/294-9945, and 
my office telephone number is 515/294-4865. Please complete and mail the questionnaire 
not later than May 15, 1992. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Vernon K. Markey 
Graduate Student 
Research Investigator 
Cathy H. C. Hsu, PhD 
Assistant Professor 
Research Advisor 
/vw 
end 
Consumer Expectations of Business Dining Services 
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Directions: This survey is to obtain your opinions about what you expect from the dining services 
where you work. Please indicate the extent to which you think dining services provided to you at 
work should possess the features described by each statement. Do this by picking one of the seven 
numbers next to each statement. If you strongly agree that dining services should possess a feature, 
circle the number 7. If you strongly disagree that dining services should possess a feature, circle 1. 
If your feelings are not strong, circle one of the numbers in the middle. There are no right or wrong 
answers; all we are interested in is a number that best expresses your expectations about business 
dining services provided to you at work. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 
The dining service should have up-to-date and attractive equipment to 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
display food and beverages. 
The dining service should have service and dining areas which are 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
visually appealing, clean, and modern. 
The dining service employees should be clean, neat, and appropriately 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
dressed. 
The appearance of the physical facilities in the service and dining areas 
should be in keeping with the dining service image and price range. 
The dining service should post menus that are attractive and conveniently 
placed. 
It is unrealistic to expect the dining service to serve food and beverages 
that are consistently high in quality. 
The dining service should make available nutritional information (such 
as calories, fat, and cholesterol) for all of the menu selections. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
The dining service should provide services tailored to meet your needs 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
(such as salad bar, deli bar, short-order grill, hot entrees, and specialty 
foods) at reasonable prices. 
The dining service should provide convenient waste disposal and tray 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
return areas. 
Coffee service and amenities (such as cups, coffee urns, sugar, and 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
cream) should be made available for meetings, at a nominal charge. 
When the dining service promises to do something by a certain time 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
(such as be open at specified time or deliver coffee service to meetings), 
it should be done. 
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Strongly 
Agree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
12. When customers have problems (such as the food or beverage is not at 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
proper temperature), the dining service should quickly correct anything 
that is wrong . 
13. It is unrealistic to expect the dining service to be dependable and 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
consistent. 
14. The dining service equipment (such as beverage dispensers) should work 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
well . 
15. The dining service food should be prepared from scratch rather than 
using canned food. 
16. The dining service should provide services in a timely manner. 
17. It is unrealistic for customers to expect prompt service from employees 
of the dining service. 
18. Dining service employees should always be willing to help customers. 
19. The dining service should have flexible staff who can shift to help where 
lines occur (such as at the cash register or a popular service area). 
20. Customers should be willing to wait a little longer for service during 
busy period. 
21. The dining service should have staff that gives extra effort to handle 
your special requests. 
22. The dining service staff should stop what they are doing to respond to 
you. 
23. Customers should feel confident in their dealings with the dining service. 
24. The dining service should keep customers informed about matters of 
concern to them (such as future price increases and nutritional 
information). 
25. Customers should be able to trust employees of the dining service. 
26. Customers' dealings with the dining service should be very pleasant. 
27. Dining service employees should be well trained, knowledgeable, 
competent, experienced, and polite. 
28. Dining service employees should get support from the dining service 
management so they can do their jobs well. 
29. The dining service employees should be sympathetic and reassuring if 
something is wrong (such as food is not properly prepared, hot 
beverages are not hot, or the service is slow or inadequate). 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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30. The dining service should be expected to give customers individual 
attention. 
31. Dining service employees should anticipate the needs of their customers. 
32. The dining service should have operating hours convenient to all their 
customers. 
33. It is okay if customers have to wait to receive the expected services. 
34. The dining service should have employees who are sensitive to your 
individual needs and wants rather than always "going by the book." 
35. The dining service employees should make you feel like a special and 
valued customer. 
36. It is unrealistic to expect the dining service to provide menu selections 
that cater to various needs and wants (such as healthy foods, vegetarian 
selections, a variety of food and beverages, and breakfast). 
37. Customers should be able to contact the foodservice management staff 
without difficulty. 
The following demographic questions are for statistical purposes only. 
38. In a typical four (4) week period, how many meals do you purchase from the dining service 
where you work? 
  None 
  1-5 
  6-10 
  11-15 
  16-20 
  more than 20 
39. Which of the following categories best describes your position in the company? 
  Upper management (executive) 
  Middle management (administrative) 
  Entry-level management (supervisory) 
  Non-supervisory (staff, clerical) 
  Other (maintenance, janitorial) 
40. What is your gender? 
  Female 
  Male 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Thank you very much for your participation. 
